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(619) 628-1356 
FAX: (619) 429-9770 

 
 
 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

825 IMPERIAL BEACH BOULEVARD • IMPERIAL BEACH, CALIFORNIA 91932 
 

 
October 19, 2006  

 
NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

 
RE: ED JOHNSON DUPLEX (MF 701)  
 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN, pursuant to Section 15072 of Title 14, Chapter 3 of the California 
Code of Regulations (CEQA Guidelines), that the City of Imperial Beach is proposing to adopt a 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) in accordance with the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) for the project described below.   
 
PUBLIC REVIEW:  The proposed MND may be reviewed from October 19, 2006 to November 
20, 2006 at the Imperial Beach City Clerk’s office at 825 Imperial Beach Boulevard, at the 
Imperial Beach Community Development Department at 825 Imperial Beach Boulevard, and 
at the Imperial Beach Public Library at 810 Imperial Beach Boulevard.  The document will also 
be posted on the City’s website at www.cityofib.com under Notices.  Written comments on the 
proposed MND must be received by the Imperial Beach Community Development Department 
at 825 Imperial Beach Boulevard no later than 5:00 pm on November 20, 2006.  If you 
challenge the City’s action on this environmental document in court, you may be limited to 
raising only those issues that you or someone else raised in written correspondence delivered 
to the City.   
 
ANTICIPATED CITY COUNCIL PUBLIC HEARING DATE:  February 1, 2007 at 6:00 pm in the 
Council Chambers, 825 Imperial Beach Blvd., Imperial Beach, CA.   
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION, APPLICANT AND LOCATION:  An application by Ed Johnson 
represented by Tim Monahan of NewTrac Pacific for Regular Coastal Development Permit (CP 
04-58)/Design Review (DRC 04-59)/Site Plan Review (SPR 04-60)/Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA 04-61) and Variance (VAR 05-313) to construct two attached residential units, 
30 feet high, with a vertical seawall and requesting a front yard setback reduction from 20 feet to 
6 feet on a vacant 5,724 square foot lot at 684-686 Ocean Lane.  The property (APN 625-011-
16-00) is designated R-1500 (High Density Residential Zone) by the General Plan/Local Coastal 
Plan  
 
The project is located in the Appeal Jurisdiction of the California Coastal Commission as 
indicated on the Local Coastal Program Post Certification and Appeal Jurisdiction Map and, as 
such, is appealable to the California Coastal Commission under Section 30603(a) of the 
California Public Resources Code.  
 
CONTACT PERSON: Jim Nakagawa, Imperial Beach City Planner, at 619-628-1355 or at 
jnakagawa@cityofib.org.   
 

The City of 
Imperial  
Beach 
 

http://www.cityofib.com/
mailto:jnakagawa@cityofib.org
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Attachments:  
 

1. Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration  
 
 
c: file MF 701  

Tim Monahan, Vice President, NewTrac Pacific, Inc., 4918 N. Harbor Drive, Suite 101, 
San Diego, CA 92106  

Edwin H Johnson, 3950 N. Rio Verde Vista Drive, Tucson, AZ 85750  
John Coffey, Tri-Dimensional Engineering, Inc., P.O. Box 791, Poway, CA 92074  
Dave Skelly, GeoSoils Inc., 5741 Palmer Way, Suite D, Carlsbad, CA 92008  
Nick Larkins, Assistant Project Manager, P&D Environmental Consultants, Rio San 

Diego Plaza, 8954 Rio San Diego Drive, Suite 610, San Diego, CA  92108  
Gary Brown, City Manager  
Robert Stabenow, Lifeguard Captain  
Greg Wade, Community Development Director  
Hank Levien, Public Works Director  
Ed Wilczak, Building Official  
Jacque Hald, City Clerk  
Jim Lough, City Attorney  
City Engineer, Gordon Axelson, BDS Engineering Inc., 6859 Federal Blvd, Lemon 

Grove, CA 919145 
Darlene Nicandro, San Diego Unified Port District, P.O. Box 120488, 3165 Pacific 

Highway, San Diego, CA  92112-0488  
Jonni O’Neal, 1157 Fifth Street, Imperial Beach, CA 91932  
Nancy Schmidt, P.O. Box 52, La Mesa, CA 91944  
Mike Lavera, PO Box 1826, La Jolla, CA 92038  
Winkelman Revocable Trust 05-1, 30 Palm Avenue, Imperial Beach, CA 91932  
Diana Lilly, Coastal Program Analyst, California Coastal Commission, 7575 Metropolitan 

Drive, Suite 103, San Diego, CA 92108-1735  
Terry Roberts, State Clearinghouse (15 copies), Office of Planning and Research, P.O. 

Box 3044, 1400 Tenth Street, Room 222, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044  
San Diego County Recorder/Clerk; ATTN: Anthony Consul, 1600 Pacific Highway, Rm. 

260, P.O. Box 1750, San Diego CA 92112-1750  
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(619) 628-1356 
FAX: (619) 429-9770 

 
 
 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

825 IMPERIAL BEACH BOULEVARD • IMPERIAL BEACH, CALIFORNIA 91932 

 
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION  

 
OCTOBER 19, 2006  

 
A. PROJECT NAME/PROJECT DESCRIPTION/APPLICANT/PROJECT LOCATION:  
 

Ed Johnson Duplex:  An application by Ed Johnson represented by Tim Monahan of 
NewTrac Pacific for Regular Coastal Development Permit (CP 04-58)/Design Review 
(DRC 04-59)/Site Plan Review (SPR 04-60)/Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA 04-
61) and Variance (VAR 05-313) to construct two attached residential units, 30 feet high, 
with a vertical seawall and requesting a front yard setback reduction from 20 feet to 6 
feet on a vacant 5,724 square foot lot at 684-686 Ocean Lane.  The property (APN 625-
011-16-00) is designated R-1500 (High Density Residential Zone) by the General 
Plan/Local Coastal Plan.  
 
The project is located in the Appeal Jurisdiction of the California Coastal Commission as 
indicated on the Local Coastal Program Post Certification and Appeal Jurisdiction Map 
and, as such, is appealable to the California Coastal Commission under Section 
30603(a) of the California Public Resources Code.  

 
B. ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS:  
 

Find: that this Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the decision-making body’s 
independent judgment and analysis; that the decision-making body has, pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15074(b), reviewed and considered the information contained 
in this Mitigated Negative Declaration and the comments received during the public 
review period; that revisions in the project plans or proposals made by or agreed to by 
the project applicant, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15070(b)(1), would avoid the 
effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur; 
and that, on the basis of the whole record before the decision-making body (including 
this Mitigated Negative Declaration) there is no substantial evidence that the project as 
proposed, as conditioned, or as revised, will have a significant effect on the environment.   
 
This Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) is comprised of this document along with the 
Environmental Initial Study, which, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(f) may 
consist of the Environmental Information Form and the Environmental Checklist Form 
(Appendix G).  This MND considered the potential cumulative impacts of the project, the 
Palm and Carnation Avenue Street End Enhancement Project, and any other past, 
present and reasonably foreseeable future projects, and it incorporates, pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15150, the Revised Final Environmental Impact Report 
(SCH#2002031106) for the Palm and Carnation Avenue Street End Enhancement 
Project.   
 
This document is considered a draft until it is adopted by the appropriate City of Imperial 
Beach decision-making body as lead agency.   

The City of 
Imperial  
Beach 
 

DRAFT 
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C. MITIGATION MEASURES:  
 

Air Quality:  
 
Temporary impacts to air quality associated with construction activities are anticipated.  
Implementation of the following measures during construction operations will reduce 
impacts to below a level of significance:   
 
1. Water all active construction areas at least twice daily.  

2. Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials, or require trucks to 
maintain at least 2 feet of free board.  

3. Pave/apply water three times daily, or apply nontoxic soil stabilizers, on all 
unpaved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at the construction 
sites.  

4. Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas, and 
staging areas at construction site.  

5. Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto 
adjacent public streets.  

6. Hydroseed or apply nontoxic soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas. 
Inactive construction areas are areas that have been previously graded and are 
inactive for 10 days or more.  

7. Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public 
roadways.  

8. Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.  

9. Suspend excavation and grading activity when wind gusts exceed 25 MPH.  

Biological Resources:  
 
The following measures shall be implemented to reduce potential impacts to the pismo clam 
and grunion associated with construction activities:  
 

10. Impacts to pismo clam shall be mitigated by avoiding vehicle use in the lower 
intertidal zone and minimizing vehicle use in the middle intertidal zone (or 
conduct a survey at the time of construction to verify their absence); and  

11. Impacts to grunion shall be mitigated by scheduling construction in the potential 
spawning locations outside the spawning period (e.g., September 1 to March 1).  
Alternatively, significant impacts due to construction may be avoided during the 
spawning period by implementing a monitoring and avoidance protocol within the 
construction zone by a qualified biologist, who shall establish an appropriate 
buffer around any observed spawning locations to restrict vehicles and 
equipment for a period of 14 days to allow grunion eggs to hatch.  

Geology and Soils: 
The following geotechnical mitigation measures shall be required in the planning and 
implementation of the project:  
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12. A comprehensive geotechnical evaluation, including development-specific 
subsurface exploration and laboratory test, shall be conducted prior to design 
and construction if prior studies need to be updated. The purpose of the 
subsurface evaluation would be to further evaluate the subsurface conditions in 
the area of the proposed structures and to provide information pertaining to the 
engineering characteristics of earth materials at the project site. From the data, 
recommendations for grading/earthwork, surface and subsurface drainage, 
foundations, pavement structure sections, and other pertinent geotechnical 
design considerations may be formulated.  

13. Vibration induced settlement due to driving of sheet piles may occur during the 
construction of the seawalls.  Nearby structures and pavement may experience 
distress due to the induced settlements.  A vibration monitoring plan shall be 
implemented during construction of the sheet pile seawalls. The purpose of the 
plan would be to document construction induced vibrations.  

14. A baseline geotechnical reconnaissance shall be performed at each of the 
nearby structures to document pre-construction distress features, if any.  Such 
an evaluation may include manometer surveys, crack measurements, and 
photographic/video documentation.  

15. During construction, nearby structures shall be monitored for distress and/or 
settlement that may occur as a result of construction.  Upon completion, a final 
evaluation of the nearby structures shall be performed, and the results compared 
with the initial baseline findings.  

16. Liquefiable soils may be present on the site.  The confirmation of their presence 
(or absence) shall be done through subsurface exploration (e.g., drilling) and 
laboratory testing.  

17. Loose surficial soils that are not suitable for structural support in their current 
state are present on the sites.  The loose surficial soils shall be mitigated by their 
removal during site grading.  Much of the soils should be suitable for reuse as 
compacted fill.  

18. The project has a potential for strong ground motions due to earthquakes.  
Accordingly, the potential for relatively strong seismic accelerations will need to 
be considered in the design of proposed improvements.  

 
Hydrology and Water Quality: 
 
The potential for impacts to water quality would primarily occur as a result of 
construction activities.  The following measures will need to be implemented prior to 
initiation of construction activities: 
 
19. Prior to City approval, the grading and drainage plans will be reviewed for 

compliance.  

20. The proposed project includes an enclosed parking garage; therefore, excavation 
below the street level elevation may intercept the groundwater table.  A 
geotechnical report will be required prior to construction to ensure the appropriate 
measures are implemented.  Temporary construction dewatering may be 
required during excavation.  The applicant will be responsible for obtaining an 
appropriate permit for construction dewatering.   
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21. Project shall adhere to the Water Pollution Control Plan (WPCP) prepared by Tri-
Dimensional Engineering as conditioned and approved by the City of Imperial 
Beach including Construction and Permanent Best Management Practices (BMP) 
and other requirements pursuant to the City’s Standard Urban Storm Water 
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP).   

In order to provide the appropriate protection to the project site in case of a flood event, 
the applicant will be required to meet the following measures:  

22. Implementation of Flood Hazard Reduction Standards established for 
construction in order to assure protection from flooding (Imperial Beach Municipal 
Code 15.50.160).  

23. In addition to building permits, a flood hazard area development permit shall be 
obtained from the City Engineer prior to commencement of any construction 
(Imperial Beach Municipal Code 19.32.020).  

Noise:  
The following mitigation measures must be implemented to reduce impacts to below a level of 
significance:  

24. The applicant will be responsible for notifying residents and businesses within a 
500-foot radius prior to shoring activities.  

25. Construction activities associated with implementation of sheet pile design will be 
limited to the hours of 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday through Friday.  

26. The applicant will notify all residents within 500 feet of the project site prior to pile 
driving activities. The applicant will also incorporate the best available technology 
acoustical dampering features during pile driving or drilling.  

 
D. ADOPTION:  
 

This Mitigated Negative Declaration (SCH#2006******) was adopted and the afore-
mentioned CEQA findings were made by the Imperial Beach City Council on 
______________.   
 
 
 
James Nakagawa, AICP 
Imperial Beach City Planner 

 
 
Attachments:  
 

1. Environmental Information Form  
2. Environmental Checklist Form (Appendix G)  
3. Water Pollution Control Plan  
4. Coastal Engineering/Seawall Study  
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ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION FORM  

(To be completed by Applicant) 
 

If the project cannot be initially be determined to be exempted from CEQA, then a 
$1,000 deposit may be required to analyze the environmental information.  If it is 
determined that a Negative Declaration needs to be prepared, an additional $2,000 
deposit will be required, and if an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) needs to be 
prepared, the applicant will be required to submit a draft EIR, prepared by a qualified 
environmental consultant, and an additional $7,000 deposit for its review. 
 

Project Address: 684/686 Ocean Lane 
Imperial Beach, CA  91932 

Assessor’s Parcel #: 625-011-16-00  

Applicant: Edwin Johnson and Rose Gravinor  Owner: Edwin Johnson and Rose Gravinor  

Related Permit/Case: N/A  Zoning/General Plan Designation: R-1500 
Residential High Density/R-1500 Residential  

Project Description: The project site is an undeveloped beachfront parcel located on Ocean Lane, 
within the City of Imperial Beach. The proposed project is the development of 2 residential units on 
approximately 0.2 acre.  The building will be a 3-story building with a maximum height of 30 feet. 
The project is to include two separate garages for each residential unit with 2 parking spaces per 
garage.  Open space and landscaping are proposed to cover approximately 1,213.52 square feet, 
which includes beach areas and landscaping.  A concrete seawall with tempered glass cap is proposed 
along the western and northwestern perimeter of the structure and will be approximately 8.5 feet 
in height (from the elevation of the sand level) along the western perimeter and 3.5 feet in height 
along the northwestern perimeter. Please see attached for site plan. 

Plans attached:   

Proposed use:   Residential □ Commercial □ Institutional (school, church, etc.)  

# off-street parking spaces   # enclosed   4        □ # open ________ 

# dwelling units: 2 Parcel size: 5,724 sq. feet 

Building Height:  30 feet  # Stories: 3 stories 

Total Floor Area: 1 du/2,862 sq. feet Floor Area Ratio (FAR): 100% 

Lot Coverage: 50% Average Daily Auto Trips: 16 

# Employees: N/A Per Shift: N/A 

Weekday hrs of operation: N/A Weekend hrs of operation: N/A 

Clients/Customers per day: N/A Market/service area: N/A 
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Environmental Setting/on-site:  
Describe the project site as it exists before the 
project, including existing uses and structures, 
building heights, topography, vegetation, 
cultural, historical or scenic aspects.  Attach 
photographs.  
The project site is an undeveloped beachfront 
parcel that consists of predominantly beach 
sand underlain by the Baypoint Formation, with 
low height quarry stone revetment along the 
western boundary of the project site.  The 
shifting sand slopes from approximately 7 feet 
mean sea level (MSL) up to 13.5 feet MSL at the 
midpoint of the site, then slopes back to 8.6 
feet MSL at the property line adjacent to Ocean 
Lane. The project site is located between two 
off-shore protection groins, known as a groin 
compartment, located at Palm Avenue (south) 
and off the coast of the U.S. Naval Base to the 
north of City of Imperial Beach. The project 
site is located in an area that consists of 
medium and high density residential, single-
family residential, and commercial.  

Environmental Setting/off-site:  
Describe the surrounding properties, including 
land uses and structures, building heights, 
vegetation, cultural, historical or scenic aspects. 
Attach photographs of the vicinity.  
To the north of the project site is a 3-story two 
family residence with low height quarry stone 
revetment and a wave run-up deflection wall. 
Other single- and multi-family developments 
continue north along the beachfront with similar 
stone revetments.  To the south of the site is a 
recently constructed four unit 30-foot high 
residential structure with underground parking 
and a sheet pile seawall. The development is a 
three-story structure that has a height of 
approximately 30 feet AMSL, with architectural 
features reaching a similar height as the 
proposed project.  South of the four-unit 
development is Palm Avenue whose street end is 
proposed for enhancement by the Port District 
and the City of Imperial Beach.  South of Palm 
Avenue is a 2-story multi-family residence over 
an enclosed parking.  To the east of the 
proposed project is 3-story multi-family dwelling 
building.  To the west is the Pacific Ocean. 
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CHECKLIST:  
 

Are the following items applicable to the project or its effects?  Discuss 
below all items checked yes (attach additional sheets as necessary). 

Yes No 

Change in existing features of any bays, tidelands, beaches, or hills, or 
substantial alterations of ground contours. 

□  

Change in scenic views or vistas from existing residential areas or public lands 
or roads. 

 □ 

Change in pattern, scale or character of general area of project. □  
Significant amounts of solid waste or litter. □  
Change in dust, ash, smoke, fumes or odors in vicinity. □  
Change in ocean, bay, lake, stream or ground water quality or quantity, or 
alteration of existing drainage patterns. 

□  

Substantial change in existing noise or vibration levels in the vicinity. □  
Site on filled land or on slope of 10 percent or more. □  
Use of disposal of potentially hazardous materials, such as toxic substances, 
flammables or explosives. 

□  

Substantial change in demand for municipal services (police, fire, water, 
sewage, etc). 

□  

Substantially increase fossil fuel consumption (electricity, oil, natural gas, 
etc). 

□  

Relationship to a larger project or series of projects. □  
Significant amounts of impervious surfaces.  □ 
Significant amounts of pollutant discharges. □  
Change in any on-site or off-site environmentally sensitive area. □  
 
DISCUSSION OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS: 
 
See attached environmental checklist for detailed rationale. 
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APPENDIX G 

 
Environmental Checklist Form 

 
1. Project title:  684/686 Ocean Lane                                                                                        
2. Lead agency name and address:  City of Imperial Beach – Community Development 

825 Imperial Beach Blvd., Imperial Beach, CA  91932                                         
                                                                                                                                             

3. Contact person and phone number:  James Nakagawa, City Planner 
(619) 628-1355            

4. Project location:  The project site is in the City of Imperial Beach (Figure 1) on Ocean 
Lane, north of Palm Avenue and west of Seacoast Drive (Figure 2).  The project site 
consists of a single structure with two residential units located at the addresses of 684 
and 686 Ocean Lane, Imperial Beach, CA  91932.           

5. Project sponsor's name and address:  
Edwin Johnson and Rose Gravinor  
3950 N. Rio Verde Vista Drive  
Tucson, AZ  85750         

6. General plan designation:  
R-1500 (High Density Residential) 

7. Zoning:  
R-1500 

8. Description of project: (Describe the whole action involved, including but not limited to 
later phases of the project, and any secondary, support, or off-site features necessary 
for its implementation. Attach additional sheets if necessary.)  
The project site is an undeveloped beachfront parcel located on Ocean Lane, within the 
City of Imperial Beach (See Figures 1 and 2).  The proposed project is the development 
of 2 residential units on approximately 0.2 acre.  The building will be a 3-story building 
with a maximum height of 30 feet.  Measuring from the base of the elevator machine 
room, the building will have a height of 34’ 2” (the floor of the elevator machine room is 
subgrade).  The project is to include two separate garages for each residential unit with 
2 parking spaces per garage.  Open space and landscaping are proposed to cover 
approximately 1,213.52 square feet, which includes beach areas and landscaping.  A 
concrete seawall with tempered glass cap is proposed along the western and 
northwestern perimeter of the structure and will be approximately 8.5 feet in height 
(from the elevation of the sand level) along the western perimeter and approximately 
3.5 feet in height along the northwestern perimeter.  Please see attached for site plan 
(Figures 3 and 4)   
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9. Surrounding land uses and setting: Briefly describe the project's surroundings:  
The project site consists of predominantly beach sand underlain by the Baypoint 
Formation, with low height quarry stone revetment along the western boundary of the 
project site.  The shifting sand slopes from approximately 7 feet mean sea level (MSL) 
up to 13.5 feet MSL at the midpoint of the site, then slopes back to 8.6 feet MSL at the 
property line adjacent to Ocean Lane. The project site is located between two off-shore 
protection groins, known as a groin compartment, located at Palm Avenue (south) and 
off the coast of the U.S. Naval Base to the north of City of Imperial Beach.  
The project site is located in an area that consists of medium and high density 
residential, single-family residential, and commercial (See Figure 5).  To the north of the 
project site is a 3-story two family residence with low height quarry stone revetment and 
a wave run-up deflection wall.  Other single- and multi-family developments continue 
north along the beachfront with similar stone revetments.  To the south of the site is a 
recently constructed four unit residential structure with underground parking and a 
sheet pile seawall. The development is a three-story structure that has a height of 
approximately 30 feet AMSL, with architectural features reaching a similar height as the 
proposed project.  South of the four-unit development is Palm Avenue whose street end 
is proposed to be enhanced by the Port District and the City of Imperial Beach.  South 
of Palm Avenue is a 2-story multi-family residence over an enclosed parking.  To the 
east of the proposed project is a 3-story multi-family dwelling building.  To the west is 
the Pacific Ocean.    

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or 
participation agreement.) 
None            

 
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 
 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving 
at least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the 
following pages. 
 

□ Aesthetics  □ Agriculture Resources  Air Quality 

 Biological Resources □ Cultural Resources  Geology /Soils 

□ Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials 

Hydrology / Water 
Quality  

□ Land Use / Planning 

□ Mineral Resources  Noise  □ Population / Housing 

□ Public Services  □ Recreation  □ Transportation/Traffic 

□ Utilities / Service 
Systems  

□ Mandatory Findings of Significance 
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DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)  
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation:  
 

□ I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the 
environment, and a NOTICE OF EXEMPTION will be prepared. 

□ I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the 
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the 
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

□ I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and 
an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

□ I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or 
"potentially significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one 
effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable 
legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation  measures based on the 
earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

□ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed 
adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable 
standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are 
imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 
 
 
        
Signature 

 
     
Date 

James Nakagawa, AICP, City Planner  
 
EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 
 
1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are 

adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses 
following each question. A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced 
information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one 
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer 
should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general 
standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a 
project-specific screening analysis). 

 
2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as 

on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as 
well as operational impacts. 
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3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then 

the checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less 
than significant with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is 
appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are 
one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an 
EIR is required. 

 
4) "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies 

where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially 
Significant Impact" to a "Less Than Significant Impact."  The lead agency must describe 
the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than 
significant level (mitigation measures from Section XVII, "Earlier Analyses," may be 
cross-referenced). 

 
5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other 

CEQA process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative 
declaration.  Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the 
following: 
 
a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 
 
b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist 

were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document 
pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were 
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. 

 
c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation 

Measures Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were 
incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they 
address site-specific conditions for the project. 

 
6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information 

sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a 
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference 
to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated. 

 
7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources 

used or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 
 
8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; 

however, lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that 
are relevant to a project's environmental effects in whatever format is selected. 

 
9) The explanation of each issue should identify: 

 
a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 
 
b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than 

significance 
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I. AESTHETICS -- Could the project:     

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on 
a scenic vista? □ □  □ 
The project site is located along the 
Pacific coast line in the northern area of 
the City of Imperial Beach, which is 
designated as the Seacoast 
neighborhood. Scenic vistas are 
identified in the Design Element of the 
General Plan/Local Coastal Plan 
(GP/LCP) within the vicinity of the 
project site. The beachfront is identified 
as a scenic resource and the Palm 
Avenue corridor is designated by the 
zoning ordinance as a design corridor. 
The project site is located approximately 
75 feet north of Palm Avenue and is 
separated from the roadway by an  
8,848 square foot parcel that is currently 
developed as a four-unit building. The 
proposed project would not restrict 
public views of scenic resources from 
the Palm Avenue street-end or from the 
public beach from the north and south of 
the proposed project, and is in 
conformance with Coastal Act policies 
regarding protection of scenic views 
from public areas. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not create a 
substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista. 

    

b) Substantially damage scenic 
resources, including, but not limited to, 
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway? 

□ □ □  

The project site is located along the 
Pacific coast line and no scenic 
highways are in the immediate vicinity of 
the project site. Therefore, development 
of the proposed project will not result in 
any impacts to trees, rock outcroppings, 
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or historic buildings within a state scenic 
highway (characterized as scenic 
resources by CEQA).   

c) Substantially degrade the existing 
visual character or quality of the site and 
its surroundings? 

□ □  □ 

The project site is located amongst 
existing single- and multi-family 
residential development. The site is 
currently undeveloped and the project 
proposes 3-story structure with two 
attached residential units. The proposed 
project consists of architectural elements 
that create variation in the height of the 
proposed structure. The roofline along 
the western portion of the proposed 
project would be lower than the roofline 
of the existing 3-story single-family 
residence to the north and the highest 
point of the proposed project would be 
similar to the height of the new 3-story 
multi-family project to the south. To the 
east of the project site, across the alley, 
is a 3-story multi-family development. 
Therefore, the proposed project would 
be consistent with the existing and 
approved residential development of the 
surrounding neighborhood. The potential 
for the proposed project to substantially 
degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings 
would be less than significant.  

    

d) Create a new source of substantial 
light or glare which would adversely 
affect day or nighttime views in the 
area? 

□ □ □  

The proposed project will not incorporate 
any lighting, other than typical residential 
exterior lighting. Therefore, the proposed 
project will not create a new source of 
substantial light or glare which would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views 
in the area.  

    

II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES: In     
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determining whether impacts to 
agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies 
may refer to the California Agricultural 
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 
Model (1997) prepared by the California 
Dept. of Conservation as an optional 
model to use in assessing impacts on 
agriculture and farmland. Could the 
project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program of the California Resources 
Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

□ □ □  

The project site is designated as Urban 
and Built up Land according to the 
California Resources Agency Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program 
(FMMP). Therefore, the proposed 
project would not result in the conversion 
of lands designated as Prime Farmland, 
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance (Farmland).   

    

b) Conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act 
contract? 

□ □ □  

The existing zoning designation is R-
1500 (Residential). Because the site is 
not zoned for agricultural use or under a 
Williamson Act contract, the proposed 
project will not conflict with existing 
zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract.  

    

c) Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location 
or nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland, to non-agricultural use? 

□ □ □  

The project site is located in an area that 
consists of single- and multi-family 
residential and is designated R-1500 
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(Residential). Because the site is not 
zoned for agricultural use or under 
Williamson Act contract, the proposed 
project will be consistent with the 
existing zoning designations on site and 
for the surrounding area. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not result in the 
conversion of Farmland on- or off-site, to 
non-agricultural use.  

III. AIR QUALITY -- Where available, the 
significance criteria established by the 
applicable air quality management or air 
pollution control district may be relied 
upon to make the following 
determinations. Could the project: 

    

a) Conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan? 

□ □ □  

The proposed project is the development 
of a 2-unit attached residential structure. 
The project design is consistent with 
existing zoning and land use designation 
for the parcel, would generate 
approximately 16 ADT (8 ADT per 
residential unit), and the proposed use is 
consistent with the State Implementation 
Plan. No other potential sources of air 
pollutants have been identified from the 
project. The proposed project would not 
conflict with or obstruct implementation 
of any applicable air quality plans. 
Therefore, there would be no impact. 

    

b) Violate any air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation? 

□ □  □ 

According to the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) CEQA 
Handbook, average daily PM10 
emissions during site grading and other 
disturbances are 26.4 pounds per acre.  
Enhanced dust control procedures such 
as continual soil wetting, use of 
supplemental binders, early paving, etc. 
can reduce PM10 emissions to around 
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10.0 pounds per day per acre disturbed. 
The project site is approximately 0.2 
acre. Therefore, with the proposed best 
available control measures (BACMs) 
construction of the proposed project 
would be substantially less than 10.0 
pounds per day. This would be well 
below the San Diego Air Pollution 
Control District (SDACPD) threshold of 
100 pounds per day for significant 
impacts from PM10. The potential for the 
proposed project to result in any 
violations or contribute substantially to 
an existing violation of an air quality 
standard would be less than significant.  

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable 
net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal 
or state ambient air quality standard 
(including releasing emissions which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 

□  □ □ 

The proposed project is within the San 
Diego Air Basin, which is in attainment 
for federal one-hour ozone standards 
and in nonattainment/unclassified for 
federal 8-hour standards. The Basin is 
also in attainment for all state standards, 
with the exception of those standards for 
PM10 and ozone. However, as stated 
above, the proposed project would not 
contribute substantially to emissions 
from construction or occupation of the 
residences. However, to ensure that 
construction of the proposed project 
would not result in cumulatively 
considerable net increase of ozone or 
PM10 emissions mitigation measures 
would be required. Implementation of 
appropriate mitigation measures for 
potential construction related impacts to 
air quality would reduce impacts to 
below a level of significance. (See 
attached Summary of Mitigation 
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Measures) 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations? □ □ □  
The proposed project is the development 
of a 2-unit attached residential structure. 
The project is not expected to emit any 
toxic air contaminant or substantial 
concentrations of particulate matter 
based on project description and 
information submitted. Therefore, this 
development will not result in the 
exposure of sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. 

    

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people? □ □ □  
The proposed project is the development 
of a 2-unit attached residential structure.  
This development will not create 
objectionable odors that may affect a 
substantial number of people. Therefore, 
there is no impact associated with 
objectionable odors from the proposed 
project. 

    

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Could 
the project:     

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, 
either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified 
as a candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species in local or regional plans, 
policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game 
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

□  □ □ 

The project site fronts the coast line of 
the Pacific Ocean. Based on a previous 
technical analysis prepared for the Palm 
and Carnation Avenues Street End 
Improvement Project, no California least 
tern or Western snowy plover adults, 
juveniles or nests were observed in the 
Palm and Carnation Avenue locations. It 
was determined that due to heavy use 
by humans and domestic animals that 
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these species are not expected to occur 
in the area. The proposed project site is 
approximately 95 feet north of the Palm 
Avenue street end and the California 
least tern and Western snowy plover 
would not be expected to occur within 
the project study area for similar reasons 
as those discussed above. However, the 
Pismo clam and the California grunion, 
California Department of Fish and Game 
designated game species, may occur 
within the intertidal area west of the 
project site. Construction of the 
proposed project may result in a 
substantial adverse effect to the Pismo 
clam and California grunion. Therefore, 
to reduce potential impacts to below a 
level of significance appropriate 
mitigation measures would be required. 
(See attached Summary of Mitigation 
Measures) 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on 
any riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, and regulations 
or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or US Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

□ □ □  

The project site is located along the 
Pacific Ocean coast line. There is no 
riparian habitat or other identified 
sensitive natural community in the 
vicinity of the project site. Therefore, the 
project would have no impact on such 
natural habitat or communities. See 
response to IV.a. above. 

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on 
federally protected wetlands as defined 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, 
or other means? 

□ □ □  

There are no identified federally     
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protected wetlands within the project 
boundaries. Therefore, the proposed 
project would have no impact on 
federally protected wetlands. 

d) Interfere substantially with the 
movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites? 

□ □ □  

The project site is located along the 
Pacific Ocean coast line. There is no 
wildlife corridor or wildlife nursery site in 
the vicinity of the project site. Therefore, 
the project would have no impact on the 
movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species. See 
response to IV.a. above. 

    

e) Conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation 
policy or ordinance? 

□ □ □  

The project site is currently undeveloped 
and contains no native trees or sensitive 
vegetation community. Therefore, the 
construction of the proposed project 
would not result in the loss of any 
biological resources that may be 
protected under a local policy. 

    

f) Conflict with the provisions of an 
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community Conservation Plan, 
or other approved local, regional, or 
state habitat conservation plan? 

□ □ □  

The project site is within the MSCP 
study area and is designated as 
developed. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not result in any conflicts 
with the MSCP or other habitat 
conservation plans. 

    

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Could 
the project:     
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a) Cause a substantial adverse change 
in the significance of a historical 
resource as defined in Section 15064.5? 

□ □ □  

Based on a previous technical analysis 
prepared for the Palm and Carnation 
Avenues Street End Improvement 
Project, it was determined that no 
historic resources occur in the Palm and 
Carnation Avenue locations.  Palm 
Avenue is located south of the project 
site.  Therefore, implementation of the 
proposed project will not result in 
significant impacts to historical 
resources as defined by Section 
15064.5. 

    

b) Cause a substantial adverse change 
in the significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to Section 15064.5? 

□ □ □  

Based on a previous technical analysis 
prepared for the Palm and Carnation 
Avenues Street End Improvement 
Project, it was determined that no 
prehistoric or archaeological resources 
occur in the Palm and Carnation Avenue 
locations.  Palm Avenue is located south 
of the project site.  Therefore, 
implementation of the proposed project 
will not result in significant impacts to 
archaeological resources. 

    

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature? 

□ □ □  

No paleontological resources or unique 
geologic features were identified within 
the previous technical analysis prepared 
for the Palm and Carnation Avenues 
Street End Improvement project. Palm 
Avenue is located south of the project 
site.  Therefore, implementation of the 
proposed project will not indirectly 
destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or geologic feature. 
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d) Disturb any human remains, including 
those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? 

□ □ □  

Disturbance of any human remains, 
including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries will not occur because no 
burial sites were identified in the 
previous technical analysis prepared for 
the Palm and Carnation Avenues Street 
End Improvement project. Palm Avenue 
is located south of the project site.  
Therefore, implementation of the 
proposed project will not result in the 
disturbance of any human remains. 

    

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Could the 
project:     

a) Expose people or structures to 
potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving: 

    

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, 
as delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map 
issued by the State Geologist for the 
area or based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault? Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

□ □ □  

According to the Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map (May 
2003), there are no known faults in the 
project vicinity. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not expose persons or 
structures to the potential substantial 
adverse effects from rupture of a known 
earthquake fault. 

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? □ □  □ 
As stated above, there are no known 
faults within the vicinity of the project 
site. Several major faults are present in 
the region to the west and northeast of 
the site, the closest of which is the Rose 
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Canyon fault zone, located 
approximately 1 mile to the east.  The 
proposed project does have the potential 
to expose persons or structures to 
substantial adverse effects from strong 
seismic ground shaking; however, since 
the project will be required to adhere to 
the California Building Code to ensure 
that structures are built to withstand 
earthquakes with minimal loss of life, no 
significant impacts would occur. 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction? □ □  □ 

As stated above, there are no known 
faults within the vicinity of the project 
site. Several major faults are present in 
the region to the west and northeast of 
the site, the closest of which is the Rose 
Canyon fault zone, located 
approximately 1 mile to the east.  The 
proposed project does have the potential 
to expose persons or structures to 
substantial adverse effects from seismic-
related ground failure (e.g., liquefaction); 
however, since the project will be 
required to adhere to the California 
Building Code to ensure that structures 
are built to withstand earthquakes with 
minimal loss of life, no significant 
impacts would occur. 

    

iv) Landslides? □ □ □  
The project site is relatively flat with no 
hillsides on site. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not result in the exposure 
of persons or structures to on site 
landslides. 

    

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or 
the loss of topsoil? □ □  □ 
The project proposes a concrete seawall 
along the western boundary of the 
development area, adjacent to the 
pacific ocean. The seawall would reduce 
the potential for substantial soil erosion 
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on site to below a level of significance. A 
Wave Runup & Coastal Hazard Study 
was prepared by Skelly Engineering for 
the project. An addendum was prepared 
stating that the analysis conducted in the 
Wave Runup & Coastal Hazard Study 
would still be valid if the wall were to be 
relocated to a more landward position 
than its original design location. 
According to the report, natural seasonal 
(winter) and annual erosion of 
approximately 1 to 2 feet per year occur 
along the shoreline of Imperial Beach. 
However, the project site located within 
a more stable area of the City’s 
shoreline due to the groin compartment 
that has resulted from the construction of 
the off-shore protection groins at the 
Palm Avenue Street end to the south 
and north at the U.S. Naval Base. In 
addition to shoreline erosion, the 
proposed seawall would not exacerbate 
erosion on adjacent properties. The 
proposed seawall would be connected to 
the approved seawall associated with 
the residential development to the south. 
The residence to the north is protected 
by a low height revetment and wave 
runup shield, which deflects wave runup 
at the top of the revetment and along the 
sides of the structure. Though the 
structure to the north has historically 
been subject to overtopping and 
flooding, the proposed project would not 
measurably increase the vulnerability of 
the structure and will not exacerbate 
wave runup at this site. The addendum 
described above also provides a detailed 
discussion of why the property to the 
north of the project site will not be 
affected by the seawall,  Therefore, the 
proposed project would not result in the 
substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil. 
The complete Wave Runup & Coastal 
Hazard Study and addendum, has been 
attached to this Initial Study as Appendix 
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A. 

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil 
that is unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse? 

□  □ □ 

According to the geotechnical report 
prepared by Ninyo and Moore (2002) for 
the Palm and Carnation Avenues Street 
End Improvement Project, the project 
vicinity is generally underlain by fill, 
beach deposits, and materials of the 
Quaternary-aged Bay Formation. There 
is the potential for liquefaction and 
associated dynamic settlement at the 
project site due to loose fill soils 
observed on the site. These soils would 
have the potential for settlement if 
subjected to structural loads in their 
present condition. The proposed project 
is located on a geologic unit or soil that 
is unstable, and could potentially result 
in on-site landslides, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse 
without mitigation. Additionally, due to 
geologic formation located within the 
project vicinity, the proposed project 
would require the installation of vertical 
sheet-pile systems, which would require 
the use of vibratory hammer. Therefore, 
the proposed project may result in off-
site landslides, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. 
Therefore, to reduce potential impacts 
on-site and off-site to below a level of 
significance appropriate mitigation 
measures would be required. (See 
attached Summary of Mitigation 
Measures) 

    

d) Be located on expansive soil, as 
defined in Chapter 18 of the Uniform 
Building Code (1997), creating 
substantial risks to life or property? 

□ □ □  
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According to Soil Survey maps prepared 
by the USDA (1973), the project site is 
located on soils designated as Marina 
loamy coarse sand (2 to 9 percent 
slopes) (MIC). This soil is not known to 
be an expansive soil type. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not create 
substantial risks to life or property from 
expansive soils. 

    

e) Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative waste water disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of waste water? 

□ □ □  

The project would rely on sewer service 
provided by the City of Imperial Beach 
and would not utilize any type of septic 
waste water disposal. Therefore, the 
project would not result in impacts to 
geology and soils from the use of septic 
on site. 

    

VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS -- Could the project:     

a) Create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment through the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials? 

□ □ □  

The proposed project is the development 
of a 2-unit attached residential structure.  
This development will not create a 
significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials. 

    

b) Create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release 
of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

□ □ □  
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The proposed project is the development 
of a 2-unit attached residential structure.  
This development will not create a 
significant hazard to the public or the 
environment involving the release of 
hazardous materials. 

    

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within 
one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school? 

□ □ □  

The proposed project is the development 
of a 2-unit attached residential structure.  
This development will not emit 
hazardous emissions or involve the 
handling of hazardous materials or 
waste. Therefore, there is no potential 
effect from hazardous waste or materials 
on an existing or proposed school within 
one-quarter mile of the project site. 

    

d) Be located on a site which is included 
on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would 
it create a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment? 

□ □ □  

The project site is currently unoccupied.  
It appears that no other land use 
operations have historically been 
developed on this site and the site has 
not been previously determined to 
contain hazardous materials. Therefore, 
the proposed project will not result in any 
significant hazard to the public or the 
environment.  

    

e) For a project located within an airport 
land use plan or, where such a plan has 
not been adopted, within two miles of a 
public airport or public use airport, would 
the project result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the project 
area? 

□ □ □  
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The proposed project is located within 2 
miles of the Naval Outlying Land Field.  
However, the project would not result in 
any threats from safety hazards to the 
surrounding land uses or future 
occupants of the proposed development 
because the site is not located within the 
approach area of fixed wing aircraft. 

    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip, would the project result 
in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area? 

□ □ □  

The proposed project is located within 2 
miles of the Naval Outlying Land Field.  
However, the project would not result in 
any threats from safety hazards to the 
surrounding land uses or future 
occupants of the proposed development 
because the site is not located within the 
approach area of fixed wing aircraft. 

    

g) Impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

□ □ □  

The proposed project is the development 
of a 2-unit attached residential structure.  
Access to the project site is proposed 
from Ocean Lane, which will not be 
obscured by development. Therefore, 
emergency response or emergency 
evacuation from the site would not be 
obstructed.   

    

h) Expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires, including where 
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized 
areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands? 

□ □ □  

The project site is located in an area that 
consists of single- and multi-family 
residential. The proposed project is the 
development of a 2-unit attached 
residential structure.  Therefore, the 
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proposed project would not result in 
activities that could create a risk of 
wildland fires.   

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER 
QUALITY -- Could the project:     

a) Violate any water quality standards or 
waste discharge requirements? □ □  □ 

The project site is currently 
undeveloped. A Water Pollution Control 
Plan (WPCP) was prepared for the 
project by Tri-Dimensional Engineering 
that satisfies the City of Imperial Beach 
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation 
Plan (SUSMP) regulations and is 
included as Appendix B to this Initial 
Study. The proposed project is a two-
unit residential structure. Occupation of 
the project site would not result in the 
violation of water quality standards or 
waste discharge requirements. 
According to the WPCP (Appendix B), 
the existing drainage patterns on site 
would be maintained and the existing 
flow rate would be reduced with the 
construction of the proposed project. 
Furthermore, standard water quality 
requirements of the State and City 
require the developer to implement 
design measures to properly deter post-
construction runoff from adjacent 
properties or from collecting on-site.  
Adherence to existing standards 
required by the State and City, as well 
as the size of the project, will result in 
less than significant impacts associated 
with surface runoff. 
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b) Substantially deplete groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume 
or a lowering of the local groundwater 
table level (e.g., the production rate of 
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a 
level which would not support existing 
land uses or planned uses for which 
permits have been granted)? 

□ □ □  

The project does not propose the use of 
groundwater. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not result in impacts to 
existing groundwater supplies. 

    

c) Substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, in a manner 
which would result in substantial erosion 
or siltation on- or off-site during or 
following construction? 

□ □ □  

The project site is currently 
undeveloped. According to the WPCP 
(Appendix B), the existing drainage 
patterns on site would be maintained 
and the existing flow rate would be 
reduced with the construction of the 
proposed project. Therefore, the 
alteration of existing drainage patterns 
would not result in substantial erosion or 
siltation on- or off-site during or following 
construction. Therefore, there would be 
no impact from the proposed project on 
existing drainage patterns. 

    

d) Substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, or 
substantially increase the surface runoff 
flow rates or volumes in a manner which 
would result in flooding on- or off-site 
during or following construction? 

□ □  □ 

As stated above, the project site is 
currently undeveloped. According to the     
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WPCP (Appendix B) that satisfies the 
City of Imperial Beach Standard Urban 
Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) 
regulations, the existing drainage 
patterns on site would be maintained 
and the existing flow rate would be 
reduced with the construction of the 
proposed project. Furthermore, standard 
water quality requirements of the State 
and City require the developer to 
implement design measures to properly 
deter post-construction runoff from 
adjacent properties or from collecting on-
site.  Adherence to existing standards 
required by the State and City, as well 
as the size of the project, will result in 
less than significant impacts associated 
with surface runoff. 

e) Create or contribute runoff water 
which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff? 

□ □ □  

The proposed project is a two-unit 
residential structure. The projected 
sewage flows and volumes for the 
proposed project are not anticipated to 
exceed City engineering standards.  
There are existing sewer lines capable 
of holding the current capacity of the 
neighborhood.  Therefore, the proposed 
project would not create or contribute 
runoff that would exceed existing 
capacity of the storm water system. 

    

f) Result in increased impervious 
surfaces and associated increase 
runoff? 

□  □ □ 

As stated above, the project site is 
currently undeveloped and the 
construction of the proposed project will 
increase impervious surfaces on site. 
According to the WPCP (Appendix B), 
the existing drainage patterns on site 
and pre-development discharge rates 
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would be maintained and the existing 
flow rate would be reduced with the 
construction of the proposed project. 
However, the construction of the 
proposed project will result in significant 
impacts associated with increased 
impervious surfaces and surface runoff 
from the project site. Adherence to 
standard water quality requirements of 
the State and City require the developer 
to implement design measures to 
properly deter post-construction runoff 
from adjacent properties or from 
collecting on-site.  Implementation of the 
Best Management Practices identified in 
the WPCP (Appendix B) will reduce this 
impact to a below a level of significance. 

g) Tributary to an already impaired water 
body, as listed on the Clean Water Act 
Section 303(d) list? If so, could the 
project result in an increase in any 
pollutant for which the water body is 
already impaired? 

□ □  □ 

The project site is adjacent to the Pacific 
Ocean, which is a Section 303(d) listed 
impaired water body. As stated above, 
the project site is currently undeveloped 
and the construction of the proposed 
project will increase impervious surfaces 
on site.  However, the existing drainage 
patterns on site and pre-development 
discharge rates would be maintained 
and the existing flow rate would be 
reduced with the construction of the 
proposed project (WPCP, Appendix B).  
As identified in the WPCP, standard 
water quality requirements of the State 
and City require the developer to 
implement design measures to properly 
deter post-construction runoff from 
adjacent properties or from collecting on-
site.  Adherence to existing standards 
required by the State and City, as well 
as the size of the project, will result in 
less than significant impacts associated 
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with increased surface runoff. 

h) Result in discharges into surface 
waters during or following construction, 
or in significant alternation of surface 
water quality including, but not limited to 
temperature, dissolved oxygen, turbidity 
or typical storm water pollutants (e.g., 
heavy metals, pathogens, petroleum 
derivatives, synthetic organics, 
sediment, nutrients, oxygen-demanding 
substances, and trash)? 

□ □  □ 

As stated above, the project site is 
currently undeveloped and the 
construction of the proposed project will 
increase impervious surfaces on site. As 
identified in the WPCP (Appendix B), 
standard water quality requirements of 
the State and City require the developer 
to implement design measures to 
properly deter post-construction runoff 
from discharging into surface waters.  
Adherence to existing standards 
required by the State and City, as well 
as the size of the project, will result in 
less than significant impacts associated 
with increased runoff impervious 
surfaces and surface runoff to below a 
level of significance. 

    

i) Cause or contribute to an exceedance 
of applicable surface or groundwater 
receiving water quality objectives or 
degradation of beneficial uses? 

□ □  □ 

The project site is adjacent to the Pacific 
Ocean, which has numerous identified 
beneficial uses. The project site is 
currently undeveloped and the 
construction of the proposed project will 
increase impervious surfaces on site. 
Water from the site will be controlled 
through on-site detention, cleansing, and 
de-polluting prior to entering the City’s 
drainage system, which discharges into 
the Pacific Ocean. As identified in the 
WPCP (Appendix B), standard water 
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quality requirements of the State and 
City require the developer to implement 
design measures to properly deter post-
construction runoff from adjacent 
properties or from collecting on-site.  
Adherence to existing standards 
required by the State and City, as well 
as the size of the project, will result in 
less than significant impacts associated 
with the proposed project’s contribution 
to surface or groundwater receiving 
waters.  

j) Have a potentially significant 
environmental impact on surface water 
quality, to either marine, fresh, or 
wetland waters? Can the project impact 
aquatic, wetland, or riparian habitat? 

□ □  □ 

The project site is adjacent to the Pacific 
Ocean and the project site is currently 
undeveloped. As stated above, the 
proposed project would be required to 
conform to existing State and City water 
quality design measures. Adherence to 
existing standards required by the State 
and City, as well as the size of the 
project, will result in less than significant 
impacts associated the proposed 
project. Therefore, potential water quality 
impacts would be less than significant 
through project design. 

    

k) Is project tributary to other 
environmentally sensitive areas? If so, 
can it exacerbate already existing 
sensitive conditions?  

□ □ □  

The project site does not consist of any 
tributaries to any other environmentally 
sensitive area. The proposed project 
would not exacerbate any existing 
sensitive conditions beyond what has 
been discussed above. Therefore, the 
project would not result in any impacts to 
such existing sensitive areas. 
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l) Place housing within a 100-year flood 
hazard area as mapped on a federal 
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood 
hazard delineation map? 

□ □ □  

The project site is located outside of the 
100-year floodplain according to the 
maps prepared by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency. 
Therefore, the project would not result in 
any impacts associated with a 100-year 
flood hazard. 

    

m) Place within a 100-year flood hazard 
area structures which would impede or 
redirect flood flows? 

□ □ □  

As stated above, the project site is not 
located within the 100-year floodplain. 
The project does propose the 
construction of a concrete seawall along 
the western boundary of the 
development area, adjacent to the coast 
line. As stated in the Wave Runup & 
Coastal Hazard Study (Appendix A), the 
proposed seawall is well landward of the 
Mean High Tide (MHT), which is 
approximately 133 ft. west of the 
western property line for the site. The 
Study further states that the seawall 
would not be touched by waves during 
most winter conditions. Therefore, the 
seawall would not significantly impede or 
redirect flood flows and impacts would 
be considered to be less than significant.

    

n) Expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving flooding, including flooding as a 
result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

□ □ □  

There is no levee or dam in the vicinity 
of the project site. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not expose 
persons or structures to significant risk 
as a result of flooding caused by a levee 
or dam. 

    



MF701 Johnson Duplex MND  - 37 - October 19, 2006  
 
 

Z:\Community Development\Master Files\MF 701 Johnson\MF701 Johnson envir docs\MF701 Johnson MND 101906.doc 

 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

o) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow? □ □ □  
Seiche, tsunamis, and mudflows are not 
considered to pose a threat to the 
project vicinity or the project site.  The 
storm shoreline protection system will 
further protect the proposed project from 
the potential hazard of high surf 
conditions. Therefore, inundation by 
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow is 
considered not to be an impact for the 
proposed project. 

    

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Could 
the project:     

a) Physically divide an established 
community? □ □ □  
The project site is located in an area that 
consists of single- and multi-family 
residential. The proposed project is the 
development of a 2-unit attached 
residential structure.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would not physically 
divide an established community.   

    

b) Conflict with any applicable land use 
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency 
with jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to the general 
plan, specific plan, local coastal 
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted 
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating 
an environmental effect? 

□ □ □  

The project site is within the City of 
Imperial Beach, in a neighborhood 
designated as the Seacoast 
neighborhood, which consists of single- 
and multi-family residential. The 
proposed project will be consistent with 
the existing zoning designations and the 
City of Imperial Beach General 
Plan/Local Costal Plan (GP/LCP). 
Therefore, the proposed project would 
not conflict with any applicable land use 
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plan or policy. 

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan? 

□ □ □  

The project site is within the MSCP 
study area and is designated as 
developed. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not result in any conflicts 
with the MSCP or other habitat 
conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan. 

    

d) Conflict with any applicable regional 
water quality plan or Standard Urban 
Storm Water Mitigation Plan? 

□ □ □  

As stated above, the project site is 
currently undeveloped and the 
construction of the proposed project will 
increase impervious surfaces on site. 
According to the WPCP (Appendix B), 
the existing drainage patterns on site 
and pre-development discharge rates 
would be maintained and the existing 
flow rate would be reduced with the 
construction of the proposed project.  
Standard water quality requirements of 
the State and City require the developer 
to implement design measures to 
properly deter post-construction runoff 
from discharging into surface waters.  
Adherence to existing standards 
required by the State and City, as well 
as the size of the project, will result in no 
conflicts with applicable regional water 
quality standards or mitigation plans. 
Therefore, the proposed project would 
result in no impact. 

    

X. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Could the 
project:     

a) Result in the loss of availability of a 
known mineral resource that would be of 
value to the region and the residents of 
the state? 

□ □ □  
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Based on the Mineral Land 
Classification: Aggregate Materials 
(1983) published by the California 
Department of Conservation – Division 
of Mines and Geology, the site is 
designated to be in a Mineral Resources 
Zone-3 (MRZ-3).  Lands designated 
under this zone are classified as areas 
containing mineral deposits with 
significance which cannot be evaluated 
from available data.  Therefore, at this 
time, it has been determined that the 
proposed project will not result in the 
loss of availability of any known mineral 
resources that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the state. 

    

b) Result in the loss of availability of a 
locally-important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land 
use plan? 

□ □ □  

The City of Imperial Beach General Plan 
does not have any mineral resource 
recovery sites or land use designations 
for such uses. Therefore, the proposed 
project will not result in the loss of 
availability of a locally-important mineral 
resource recovery site. 
 

    

XI. NOISE -- Could the project result in:     

a) Exposure of persons to or generation 
of noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable standards 
of other agencies? 

□ □  □ 

The existing ambient noise of the project 
area is typical of an urban beach 
community, characterized by vehicular 
traffic, natural environmental sounds 
such as the wind and ocean waves.  The 
proposed development of a 2-unit 
residential structure will not result in a 
substantial increase in ambient noise. To 
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ensure no significant impacts to noise 
occur from construction of the proposed 
project, adherence to existing noise 
standards, as defined in the City of 
Imperial Municipal Code (Section 
9.32.020). Therefore, potential impacts 
associated with noise from the 
construction and post-construction of the 
proposed project would be less than 
significant. 

b) Exposure of persons to or generation 
of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels?  

□  □ □ 

The proposed project is the development 
of a 2-unit attached residential structure 
on a parcel that is currently 
undeveloped. The proposed project 
requires the installation of vertical sheet-
pile systems, which would require the 
use of vibratory hammer. Therefore, the 
proposed project may result in exposure 
of persons to the generation of 
groundborne vibration. Therefore, to 
reduce potential impacts to below a level 
of significance appropriate mitigation 
measures would be required. (See 
attached Summary of Mitigation 
Measures) 

    

c) A substantial permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the 
project? 

□ □ □  

The existing ambient noise of the project 
area is typical of an urban beach 
community, characterized by vehicular 
traffic, natural environmental sounds 
such as the wind and ocean waves.  The 
proposed development of a 2-unit 
residential structure will not result in a 
substantial increase in ambient noise. 
Therefore, the proposed project would 
not result in a substantial permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity. No permanent impact is 
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expected to occur. 

d) A substantial temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

□  □ □ 

As stated above, the proposed 
development of a 2-unit residential 
structure will not result in a substantial 
increase in ambient noise, but could 
result in a substantial increase in noise 
levels due to project construction. 
Therefore, to reduce potential impacts to 
below a level of significance appropriate 
mitigation measures would be required. 
(See attached Summary of Mitigation 
Measures) 

    

e) For a project located within an airport 
land use plan or, where such a plan has 
not been adopted, within two miles of a 
public airport or public use airport, would 
the project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels? 

□ □ □  

The project site is located within 2 miles 
of the Naval Outlying Landing Field. The 
project would not expose persons to 
excessive noise levels from this airport 
because it is not in the flight path of fixed 
wing aircraft. Therefore, the project 
would not result in noise impacts. 

    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels? 

□ □ □  

The project site is not located within the 
vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, 
the project would not expose persons to 
excessive noise levels from a nearby 
private airstrip. Therefore, the project 
would not result in noise impacts. 
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XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING -- 
Could the project:     

a) Induce substantial population growth 
in an area, either directly (for example, 
by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? 

□ □ □  

The proposed project is the development 
of a 2-unit attached residential in an area 
that consists of single- and multi-family 
residential. All necessary roads and 
infrastructure to support the residential 
development on the project site are 
present. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not directly or indirectly result in 
the inducement of substantial population 
growth. 

    

b) Displace substantial numbers of 
existing housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

□ □ □  

The proposed project does not involve 
the removal of any existing residential 
units. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not result in the displacement of 
existing housing. 

    

c) Displace substantial numbers of 
people, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

□ □ □  

The proposed project is the development 
of a 2-unit attached residential on an 
undeveloped parcel. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not result in the 
displacement of existing residents. 

    

XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES     
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a) Could the project result in substantial 
adverse physical impacts associated 
with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for 
new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental impacts, 
in order to maintain acceptable service 
ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives for any of the 
public services: 

    

Fire protection? □ □  □ 
The proposed project is the development 
of a 2-unit attached residential structure 
in an already developed residential 
neighborhood. The proposed project 
would not increase the need for new or 
altered fire protection facilities.  
Therefore, the proposed project would 
not result in a substantial impact to fire 
protection services and impacts would 
be considered less than significant.   

    

Police protection? □ □  □ 
The proposed project is the development 
of a 2-unit attached residential structure 
in an already developed residential 
neighborhood. The proposed project 
would not increase the need for new or 
altered police protection facilities.  
Therefore, the proposed project would 
not result in a substantial impact to 
police protection services and impacts 
would be considered less than 
significant.   

    

Schools? □ □  □ 
The proposed project is the development 
of a 2-unit attached residential structure 
in an already developed residential 
neighborhood. The proposed project 
would not increase the need for new or 
altered school facilities and would be 
required to pay school fees at the time of 
building permit.  Therefore, the proposed 
project would not result in a substantial 
impact to educational services and 
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impacts would be considered less than 
significant.   

Parks? □ □  □ 
The proposed project is the development 
of a 2-unit attached residential structure 
in an already developed residential 
neighborhood. The proposed project 
would not increase the need for new or 
altered park facilities.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would not result in a 
substantial impact to parks and 
recreational services and impacts would 
be considered less than significant.  

    

Other public facilities? □ □  □ 
The proposed project is the development 
of a 2-unit attached residential structure 
in an already developed residential 
neighborhood. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not result in a substantial 
impact to any other public facilities and 
impacts would be considered less than 
significant.  
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XIV. RECREATION --     

a) Could the project increase the use of 
existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities such 
that substantial physical deterioration of 
the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? 

□ □ □  

The proposed project is the development 
of a 2-unit attached residential structure 
in an already developed residential 
neighborhood. The proposed project 
would not increase the use of existing 
neighborhood parks or recreational 
facilities in a manner that would 
accelerate deterioration of such facilities.  
Therefore, the proposed project would 
not result in a substantial impact to parks 
and recreational facilities.  

    

b) Does the project include recreational 
facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities which 
might have an adverse physical effect on 
the environment? 

□ □ □  

The proposed project is the development 
of a 2-unit attached residential structure 
in an already developed residential 
neighborhood. The proposed does not 
include construction of any recreational 
facilities.  Therefore, the proposed 
project would not result in a substantial 
impact associated with the construction 
of recreational facilities.   

    

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC -- 
Could the project:     

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is 
substantial in relation to the existing 
traffic load and capacity of the street 
system (i.e., result in a substantial 
increase in either the number of vehicle 
trips, the volume to capacity ratio on 
roads, or congestion at intersections)? 

□ □  □ 

The proposed project would result in a 
maximum 16 ADT (8 ADT per residential 
unit). According to a technical study 
prepared for the Palm and Carnation 
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Avenues Street End Improvement 
Project, all project study area roadways 
and intersections operate at acceptable 
Levels of Service (LOS). Therefore, the 
proposed project would not increase the 
traffic volume by more than 2% and, 
thereby, cause a substantial increase in 
traffic on study area roadways and 
intersections and impacts would be 
considered less than significant. 

b) Exceed, either individually or 
cumulatively, a level of service standard 
established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated 
roads or highways? 

□ □  □ 

As stated above, the proposed project 
would result in a maximum 16 ADT (8 
ADT per residential unit) and would not 
impact roadways or intersections in the 
project study area by more than 2%. 
Temporary construction traffic would be 
generated by this project.  However, the 
relatively short amount of time and few 
numbers of truck trips during 
construction would not cause a 
significant traffic impact. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not exceed 
either individually or cumulatively the 
level of service for the study area 
roadways and impacts would be 
considered less than significant. 

    

c) Result in a change in air traffic 
patterns, including either an increase in 
traffic levels or a change in location that 
results in substantial safety risks? 

□ □ □  

The proposed project would not involve 
air traffic and would not affect existing air 
traffic patterns. Therefore, the proposed 
project would result in no impacts 
associated with existing air traffic 
patterns or levels. 

    

d) Substantially increase hazards due to 
a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible 
uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

□ □ □  

The proposed project will be developed 
within the identified undeveloped parcel     
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and would not involve the construction of 
any roadways. Also, the proposed 
project is consistent with the residential 
development that currently exists within 
the neighborhood. Therefore, the project 
would not result in any impacts 
associated with roadway hazards or 
incompatible uses. 

e) Result in inadequate emergency 
access? □ □ □  
The proposed project would be 
accessible from the alley that runs along 
the eastern boundary of the project site. 
Emergency access to the project site 
and surrounding residences would not 
be affected by the proposed project. 
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f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? □ □ □  
The proposed project includes one 2-car 
garage for each residential unit on the 
first floor of the structure. Therefore, the 
proposed project will result in no impact 
to parking. 

    

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, 
or programs supporting alternative 
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle 
racks)? 

□ □ □  

The proposed project is the development 
of a 2-unit attached residential structure 
within the identified undeveloped parcel. 
Development of the proposed project 
would not involve or impede plans, 
policies, or the design and construction 
of alternative transportation features.  

    

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE 
SYSTEMS -- Could the project:     

a) Exceed wastewater treatment 
requirements of the applicable Regional 
Water Quality Control Board? 

□ □ □  

The proposed project is the development 
of a 2-unit attached residential structure 
in an already developed residential 
neighborhood. As identified in the WPCP 
(Appendix B), adherence to existing 
standards required by the State and 
City, as well as the size of the project, 
will result in no exceedances of 
wastewater treatment requirements. 
Therefore, the proposed project would 
result in no impact.  

    

b) Require or result in the construction of 
new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

□ □ □  

The proposed project is the development 
of a 2-unit attached residential structure 
in an already developed residential 
neighborhood. Existing water and 
wastewater treatment facilities have 
sufficient capacity to support the 
proposed project. Therefore, 
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construction of new water or wastewater 
facilities would not be required as a 
result of the proposed project and the 
project would have no impact. 
c) Require or result in the construction of 
new storm water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

□ □ □  

The proposed project is the development 
of a 2-unit attached residential structure 
in an already developed residential 
neighborhood. Construction of on-site 
storm water drainage facilities would be 
required per SUSMP regulations as a 
result of the proposed project. 
Additionally, the existing storm water 
drainage facilities on Palm Avenue will 
be reconstructed to include a sewer 
diverter through the street ends project 
and would have sufficient capacity to 
support the proposed project. 

    

d) Have sufficient water supplies 
available to serve the project from 
existing entitlements and resources, or 
are new or expanded entitlements 
needed? 

□ □ □  

The proposed project is the development 
of a 2-unit attached residential structure 
in an already developed residential 
neighborhood. Existing water supplies 
are sufficient to support the small 
demand generated by the proposed 
project. Therefore, the proposed project 
would have no impact. 

    

e) Result in a determination by the 
wastewater treatment provider which 
serves or may serve the project that it 
has adequate capacity to serve the 
project’s projected demand in addition to 
the provider’s existing commitments? 

□ □ □  

The proposed project is the development 
of a 2-unit attached residential structure 
in an already developed residential 
neighborhood. Existing wastewater 
treatment facilities have adequate 
capacity to support the small demand 
generated by the proposed project. 
Therefore, the proposed project would 
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have no impact. 
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

□ □ □  

The proposed project is the development 
of a 2-unit attached residential structure 
in an already developed residential 
neighborhood. Existing landfill capacity 
is sufficient to support the small quantity 
of solid waste generated by the 
proposed project. Therefore, the 
proposed project would have no impact. 

    

g) Comply with federal, state, and local 
statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste? 

□ □ □  

The proposed project is the development 
of a 2-unit attached residential structure. 
The small quantity of solid waste 
generated by the proposed project would 
not exceed or conflict with any 
applicable federal, state, or local statutes 
or regulations. Therefore, the proposed 
project would have no impact. 

    

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE --     
a) Does the project have the potential to 
degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish 
or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a 
plant or animal community, reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods 
of California history or prehistory? 

□ □  □ 

As stated above, the proposed project is 
not expected to affect any rare or 
endangered plant or animal species. 
Construction of the proposed project 
may potentially result in impacts to the 
Pismo clam and/or the California grunion 
(CDFG designated game species). 
These potential impacts would not 
substantially reduce the habitat of the 
above listed species or cause the 
populations of the above listed species 
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to drop below self-sustaining levels.  
Additionally, the proposed project would 
not result in any impacts to cultural 
resources, including prehistoric, historic, 
or paleontological resources. 

b) Does the project have impacts that 
are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? ("Cumulatively 
considerable" means that the 
incremental effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the 
effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects) 

□ □  □ 

The proposed project is a two-unit 
residential development on an 
undeveloped parcel in an area currently 
developed with single- and multi-family 
development. All potential impacts would 
be mitigated to below a level of 
significance. Also, the project, when 
viewed in connection with the effects of 
cumulative projects within the project 
study area would not result in any 
substantial adverse impacts as it was 
listed as one of the projects analyzed for 
cumulative impacts in the Revised Final 
EIR for the Palm Avenue and Carnation 
Avenue street ends project. Therefore, 
project would not result in any 
cumulatively considerable effects. 

    

c) Does the project have environmental 
effects which will cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 

□ □ □  

The proposed project is a two-unit 
residential development on an 
undeveloped parcel in an area currently 
developed with single- and multi-family 
development. The proposed project 
would not result in any environmental 
effects that would cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly. 
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P&D Environmental Services

Source: Signature Architecture 2004.

Site Plan for 684/686 Ocean Lane
Figure 3



P&D Environmental Services

Source: Signature Architecture 2006.

Project Elevations for 684/686 Ocean Lane
Figure 4
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APPENDIX A 
 

Wave Runup & Coastal Hazard Study and Addendum 
Skelly Engineering 
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APPENDIX B 

 
Water Pollution Control Plan (WPCP) 

Tri-dimensional Engineering, Inc 
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